Open access publishing has given rise to predatory open access publishers that aggressively recruit submissions. In contrast to legitimate open access journals, these journals offer publication within weeks of submission, charge large publication fees, and do not provide meaningful peer review. The rise of predatory publishers has been noted in Times Higher Education, and Jeffrey Beal [l] of the University of Colorado Denver has developed a list of predatory publishers. These journals undermine the integrity of academic publication, and the CAS Senate recommends that the University develop a clear and consistent policy on them.
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As the discussion regarding predatory publishing continued, it became clear that not everyone was equally aware of its existence and the issues it creates. Several administrators stated that they hadn't heard of predatory publishing before the CAS conversation. And awareness of the issue among faculty members varied widely across disciplines. Some faculty members saw no problem with publishing in Beall's listed journals while others felt the publications undermined the academic integrity of the institution. In response to the debate and the CAS Faculty Senate motion, university librarians were tasked with reviewing journals in which one group of faculty had published over the previous five years. The final report from the librarians noted that 'we have serious concerns about the use of Beall's Lists as a way to evaluate journal or publisher quality.' 3 However, using their own methodology based on Beall's list and quality indicators developed by Grand Valley State University, 4 the librarians concluded they had 'some concerns' about 20.4 per cent and 'serious concerns' about 6.8 per cent of the publications they evaluated. They concluded that the research they evaluated constituted 'a solid record of scholarship and publication. ' 5 Others at the university felt that having concerns about 27.2 per cent of the publications by a group of faculty members constituted a serious problem even if the journals were predatory (i.e., the authors were unaware of the fraudulent nature of the journal when they submitted their articles).
In response to the call for a clear and consistent policy on predatory publishing in the motion passed by the CAS Faculty Senate, the administration stated that the 'ultimate decisions about the reliability and general quality of a journal must be made by faculty and by those who are involved in the various stages of the review process.' 6 Further, administrators noted that faculty members have ample opportunity 'to demonstrate evidence of peer review and of the overall significance and quality of any publications' during their performance review and should 'routinely provide this kind of information in order to help those reviewing their work better understand the significance and quality of their professional activity. ' 7 In addition, it was made clear that 'those charged with reviewing faculty scholarship under the guidelines of the Faculty Handbook need to do their own due diligence as well, in order to ensure that appropriate recognition is awarded where warranted -and is not awarded where it is not warranted.' 8 While the statements from the administration provided a broad policy regarding fraudulent publication, they did little to help authors and those involved in the various stages of the annual, tenure, and promotion reviews to make the ultimate decisions about the reliability and general quality of a particular journal, especially one outside their own discipline. The campus debate made it clear that what constitutes acceptable scholarship differs significantly across the university, but the administration's policy statements gave no guidance regarding consistent implementation of the policy.
Frustration with the lack of consensus and specificity regarding the policy on fraudulent publishing was the impetus for this study. A university librarian noted that 'both Beall and Grand Valley State include in their criteria things that it would be impractical for us to check. For example, the best way to determine the rigor of a peer-review process is to submit an article for review. ' 9 This project began as an attempt to use the librarian's recommended 'best way to determine the rigor of a review process' in order to evaluate one journal. It later expanded to include a larger sample of publishers. The process used in this study would be an impractical way for a university office to screen publications routinely as a service to the institution; however, since any article published in a peer-reviewed journal went through a review process at one time, it is not impractical to use the existing author correspondence to evaluate the rigor of the journal's peer-review process. This study illustrates the usefulness of an author's correspondence from a peer-review process as a criterion for identifying fraudulent publications, and its results provide benchmarks for evaluating that process with author correspondence generated by submission.
introduction to open access publishing OAP has become an important part of academic publishing in recent decades, and the concept of OAP continues to evolve. However, a common definition of open access comes from the Budapest Open Access Initiative declaration of February 14, 2002: 10 By 'open access' to this literature, we mean its free availability on the public internet, permitting any users to read, download, copy, distribute, print, search, or link to the full texts of these articles, crawl them for indexing, pass them as data to software, or use them for any other lawful purpose, without financial, legal, or technical barriers other than those inseparable from gaining access to the internet itself. And open access journals continue to proliferate. A 2013 study found that 7.9 per cent of all academic journals with impact factors were gold open access journals.
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The Benefits and Costs of Open Access Publication OAP has developed as a result of advances in technology and the desire to mitigate the costs of commercial academic publishing, including limiting access to research results and erecting barriers to entry into the academic publishing market. The Public Library of Science (PLoS) lists the main benefits of OAP as falling into three major categories:
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Promoting discovery. Open access expands the dissemination of research results that become the impetus for new scholarship. Documenting social benefits. Open access allows taxpayers and others to see the results of publicly funded scientific and medical research. Improving education. Open access gives teachers and students access to the latest research findings.
In addition, economists (like the author) can easily identify reduced production costs, increased information, reduced barriers to entry, and promotion of competition as benefits of OAP. However, economists also understand the benefits of incentives provided by copyrights and the use of regulation and branding to provide accurate information and assure quality.
In 2006, Stephen Colbert, former host and satirical news-pundit persona of a popular television show on Comedy Central, referred to the process of 'bringing democracy to knowledge' in a discussion of the growth of Wikipedia. He highlighted a major problem with using the Internet to expand the dissemination of information: assuring its quality and accuracy. Colbert suggested that his viewers update Wikipedia entries for elephant with the 'fact' that Africa's elephant population had tripled in the last few years, an assertion that was untrue and had no basis in fact.
14 Because Wikipedia had no peer review of the information that was posted, its openness led to the propagation of false and/or misleading information that required a corrective response to limit its openness.
Giancarlo Frosio's extensive review of the literature on OAP (funded by the Center for Copyright and New Business Models in the Creative Economy) examines the history and theory of OAP, the rationale and incentive for academic research, the economics of academic publishing, and the emergence of open access mandate policies. Frosio outlines the research showing that OAP can provide the benefits described by its advocates. However, he also notes that 'diverging views seem quite rare in the literature, at least as far as the basic tenets of the debate are concerned. ' 15 That is, the potential costs are not often discussed in the literature on OAP.
In addition to its many benefits, the expansion of OAP can create substantial costs, not least of which is predatory/fraudulent publishing. Predatory OAP refers to an exploitative OAP business model that charges publication fees to authors without providing the editorial and publishing services associated with legitimate journals. Of course, a journal is only predatory to the extent that an author is unaware of the quality of a journal and the publishing services it provides. When an author is fully aware of a predatory journal and the nature of the publishing services it provides, the journal and its publications then become fraudulent and unethical. In either case, a for-profit open access business model incentivizes the acceptance of articles without regard to quality.
Panacea, Predation, or Fraud?
In his review, Frosio notes one of the research gaps in the extensive literature on OAP: 'So far, academia seems to have embraced OAP as a panacea for all the evils of commercial academic publishing, but a serious consideration regarding the way in which OAP is going to change academic mechanics, especially in the domain of academic careers, promotion and reputation, still seems to be necessary and so far not fully achieved.' 16 In particular, the proliferation of predatory open access journals and fraudulent publications occurring along with OAP creates an ethical dilemma for authors and for academia.
Before OAP became prevalent, it was relatively easy to determine the general quality of a publication based on the journal in which it was published, and that is still true to a large extent today. For example, when asked to name the top journals in economics, economists generally name the same few journals. Articles that evaluate and rank economics journals appear regularly, and while the rank order of journals may change, there is usually general agreement about the approximate level of quality of each journal.
17 The same situation exists to some extent in every field. In addition, the peer-review and publication process is fairly standard across commercially published and society-published journals. So while there might be some quibbling about individual papers, publication of a paper in a respected, well-known journal serves as a signal of research quality.
The expansion of gold OAP has created difficulties due to the rapid increase in the number of open access journals (and high rates of entry and exit by journals). And the peer-review and publication processes of these journals are not consistent. The use of the journal as an indicator of a publication's quality is much less reliable with open access publications. The issue of predatory and fraudulent journals further complicates the evaluation of research quality. Harold Cook, who serves on the editorial board of the American Historical Review, recently noted that 'some critics have derided prestigious journals with high thresholds for publication as ''luxury journals,'' as if high-quality publication were a luxury rather than a necessity. ' 18 And an article on OAP in the sciences, published in Nature, cited editorial quality as a major reason in favour of commercial publications over open access.
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In describing the evolution of OAP, Jeffrey Beall comments, 'Then came predatory publishers, which publish counterfeit journals to exploit the open-access model in which the author pays. These predatory publishers are dishonest and lack transparency. They aim to dupe researchers, especially those inexperienced in scholarly communication. They set up websites that closely resemble those of legitimate online publishers, and publish journals of questionable and downright low quality. Many purport to be headquartered in the United States, United Kingdom, Canada or Australia but really hail from Pakistan, India or Nigeria.' 20 Beall's blog, Scholarly Open Access, 21 has become a forum for discussing predatory OAP, and his lists of predatory journals and publishers are often used as an indication of a quality concern.
But proponents of OAP criticize attempts by Beall and others to identify predatory or fraudulent gold open access journals. Much of that criticism can be viewed as an admonition not to throw out the baby with the bathwater. Some critics are reluctant to evaluate the quality of open access journals for fear that creating standards will diminish the openness of access.
There have been some attempts by open access publishers to selfregulate; for example, the Open Access Scholarly Publishers Association was created 'to represent the interests of Open Access (OA) journal and book publishers globally in all scientific, technical and scholarly disciplines. This mission will be carried out through exchanging information, setting standards, advancing models, advocacy, education, and the promotion of innovation.'
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While those concerned about the quality of OAP (e.g., Beall) have developed evaluative criteria for journals, those evaluations have focused on external, publicly available information. For example, in 2015, Jeffrey Beall provided a framework for evaluating scholarly open access journals and publishers. 23 Beall does suggest that any evaluation include 'reading statements from the publisher's authors about their experiences with the publisher.' However, author statements are potentially biased since they can be influenced by either successful authors' desire to promote the quality of the journal in which they have published or rejected authors' desire to discredit a journal that has rejected their work. Indeed, Jeffrey Beall indicates on his blog that self-regulation has not significantly improved the problems with OAP.
Beall's blog also states, 'We hope that tenure and promotion committees can also decide for themselves how importantly or not to rate articles published in these journals in the context of their own institutional standards and/or geocultural locus. We emphasize that journal publishers and journals change in their business and editorial practices over time. ' 24 This statement points out that evaluating publications requires more than simply checking a list of journals or publishers. As much detailed and timely information as possible about the journal and publisher must be considered along with the purpose and context of the evaluation.
Part of the difficulty is in trying to evaluate a journal from the outside. It is hard to evaluate a journal's peer-review and publication process looking solely at the information provided publicly (which can be limited and/ or deceitful). Reviewing individual published articles also does not provide a complete or objective assessment of a journal's legitimacy. Conclusions about a journal's legitimacy should include an assessment of the journal's peer-review and publication process.
Researchers in the sciences pioneered one approach to identifying fraudulent journals. The IFLScience! website reports that 'a paper that largely consists of the words ''Get me off your fucking mailing list'' repeated 863 times has been accepted by a journal that claims to be peer reviewed.' It goes on to note that '''Publish or Perish''. . . has created a market for bottom feeders with impressive sounding names and absolutely no standards. For a fee, they will publish anything. Unscrupulous, desperate or very naive scientists can pad out their CVs and hope no one notices the quality of some of the journals they list.' The 'article' was submitted by Dr. Peter Vamplew, a computer scientist at Federation University Australia and published in the International Journal of Advanced Computer Technology. The article contained the seven words repeated, along with headings, pseudo-citations, and a flow chart and graph containing the same words. And to top it off, the paper was plagiarized from another pair of frustrated researchers.
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Using computer-generated or plagiarized submissions to identify unethical open access journals is helpful for identifying outright fraud. But what about journals that identify these types of submissions but have no significant quality review process beyond that? Finding a test to identify fraudulent publications brings to mind Supreme Court Justice Potter Stuart's threshold test for obscenity used in 1964.
26 It may be difficult to define the threshold test for determining that a publication is fraudulent, but qualified and experienced academics will know a fraudulent journal when they see it! Having a bald-faced hoax of a submission accepted for publication may expose the fraudulence of that one publisher, but it does not help to identify a journal that fast-tracks real submissions to acceptance with none of the quality control that academia relies on to adjudicate the merits of publication. Exposing a predatory publisher is not the same as identifying a 'real' but rubber-stamped publication. Any publication listed on an academic's CV will have more substance than repeated obscenity that is obvious to anyone ('Get me off your fucking mailing list'). But how do members of a promotion committee know how much faith to place in a publication from a journal outside their field with an unfamiliar yet plausible name? It is the far-from-obvious case that can create problems for university committees charged with appraising the publishing records of colleagues. Another approach is thus needed that gives a record of the publishing services and peerreview process provided by a journal to someone who actively participates in the submission process as an author.
The approach advocated here offers a corrective to abuses of OAP without condemning the system as a whole. The problem of ensuring quality is inherent to the benefits and goals of OAP, which tries to establish a system for reporting research findings that is inclusive and quickly and easily accessible. However, inclusivity and speed can run counter to the goal of assuring quality and reliability, and the pressure for researchers to publish creates incentives to participate in a fraudulent system. The difficulty is in preventing fraudulent publishing without creating exclusivity and decreasing or delaying access to research findings. Finding an objective benchmark for evaluating the legitimacy of a gold open access journal's peer-review and publication process is a necessary starting point for preventing the proliferation of fraudulent journals. The evaluation approach described in this study is meant to address the gap in the literature related to 'academic careers, promotion, and reputation' described by Frosio. Fraudulent publications can affect the careers and reputations of individuals, departments, and universities, and they can also seriously undermine the quality and reputation of academic scholarship in general and disseminate inaccurate research findings with potentially costly results.
an expanded approach for evaluating open access journals
A legitimate open access journal has a qualified editor and a review board that provide services to both authors and readers. For authors, the review process should provide feedback to improve the analysis and presentation of research findings. For readers, the review process should ensure the quality and accuracy of the published research results. The Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) has identified 'Principles of Transparency and Best Practice in Scholarly Publishing' as a guide to assuring quality review services. 27 Fraudulent open access journals do not follow these guidelines or perform adequate review services. They provide little or no peer review or editorial oversight. However, participation in a journal's review process is necessary to determine the existence and quality of the review service it provides.
In response to this need, the approach presented here is an alternative for evaluating the legitimacy of open access publishers in business, economics, and social sciences that goes beyond the external examination of Beall or the blunt instrument of blatant hoax. It establishes a (low) threshold for detecting the legitimacy of open access journals' peerreview process through direct observation, which yields objective information from an author's experience. Documenting the peer-review process used by illegitimate open access journals sets a benchmark against which the peer-review processes of new or suspect open access journals can be evaluated.
Selection of Journals and Method of Evaluation
Journals used in this study were selected for evaluation from those that sent out email solicitations for submissions to the author between January and July 2015. While email solicitations do not necessarily indicate the quality of journal, they do indicate an emphasis on marketing that is consistent with a for-profit business model. During the period, the author received approximately 165 email solicitations from six publishers and ten individual journals. About half of the publishers and journals that sent solicitations are included on Beall's list. Forty-nine per cent of the solicitations were from two publishers, one of which is on Beall's list. One of the journals was identified by the author as a long-standing and well-respected economics journal that is not open access. The other journals in the emails were described as peer-reviewed, open access outlets for academic research in the fields of economics, business, and/ or social sciences in general.
Only journals that did not require a submission fee were considered for this study, and the journals were purposely selected to include only one journal from a given publisher. Journals associated with conference presentations were excluded. Potentially fraudulent journals from the group were identified using the criteria for 'poor journal standards/ practice' outlined by Beall in his 'Criteria for Determining Predatory Open-Access Publishers.' 28 In particular, journals were selected based on excessive use of spam email to solicit manuscripts, poorly maintained websites, charges for publication, an excessively broad scope of subjectmatter or a combination of two or more unrelated fields, and verbatim copying of author guidelines from other sources. An evaluation of the review process was then conducted for ten journals, as described below.
To evaluate the journals' review processes, the author used typical school papers written by secondary school students as test submissions. This is different from previous examples where computer-generated or plagiarized papers were submitted to journals. In those cases, papers could have easily been excluded by computer searches or clerical staff working for the journal in a 'desk rejection.' The articles submitted for this research were original papers that would not be immediately recognized as unacceptable. However, the review process for a legitimate academic journal should definitively reject a paper written at the secondary school level or at the very least provide feedback on the extensive revisions that would be required to make the paper acceptable for publication. Only a fraudulent journal would accept and publish the paper of an average middle or high school student.
For the purpose of this research, a fraudulent publication was thus defined as a gold open access social science, economics, or business journal that accepted one of these papers for publication. The submissions were the school papers of eighth-or tenth-grade students (thirteen or fifteen years old), written by either the author's daughters or their friend. While a parent might describe the work as above average (as in Garrison Keillor's mythic Lake Wobegon), the quality of these papers was well within two standard deviations of the mean for the writers' grade level. One of the writers described her paper as 'not some of my best work.' A brief description of each of the papers submitted appears below, and a selection from each is included as Appendix 1. One of the papers was submitted to each of the ten selected journals. Each paper submitted listed the student and the author as co-authors (the author made revisions so that the paper adhered to the submission requirements of the journal but did not otherwise alter the content of the papers), with accurate affiliations. The author was listed as the contact for the submission. The details and results of the review process for each journal were documented and are presented below.
Papers Submitted to the Journals
results Table 1 summarizes information about each of the journals evaluated: journal title, whether the journal is included on Beall's list, review decision, paper submitted for review, and the journal's website. A description of each journal, its review process, and the outcome of each submission are included in Appendix 2.
Nine of the ten submissions received an editorial decision; one did not. Six journals accepted the submission without revisions; one accepted the paper with revisions; and one decision was 'revise and resubmit.' Only one submission was rejected, based on the paper's word count, which was below the required minimum. The journal suggested that the paper be expanded and resubmitted.
The 'revise and resubmit' decision came with one peer review in the form of comments added to the Word file that was submitted. Most of the comments referred to formatting and references. The one substantive comment (i.e., not dealing with formatting) was this:
It's a general rule to use 10 references (peer-reviewed research articles) per 1000 words. Though the theme of this paper is about business through online, core concepts of marketing, customer engagement, branding and investor relations can be cited from peer-reviewed articles. However the entire article seems to be out of this rule. Kindly reconcile by adding reliable references.
The paper accepted with revisions received one referee's comments that suggested only that the paper needed 'a little more in the introduction' and that 'it might be better if the author(s) present limitation(s) to the current study and point out directions/recommendations for further research within this area of study.' The paper was scored on a scale table 1. Journals tested and their decisions on submissions of 1-5 (poor, below average, average, good, excellent) on its contribution to existing knowledge, organization and readability, soundness of methodology, evidence in support of conclusion, and adequacy of literature review. The paper received scores of 4, 4, 3, 4, and 3, respectively.
Six paper submissions were accepted for publication without revisions. For five of the journals, the average time to receive a decision was 13.6 days. However, the mode times were three days and twentyone days, so it seemed as if the responses, both for acknowledging receipt of the paper and accepting it, were computer-generated at set intervals. Each acceptance came with an explanation of the publication fees and details regarding how to remit payment. For example, one letter, dated July 31, 2015, stated that ''Your paper will be published in Vol. 3 No. 6 if you satisfy the payment and modification (if any) criteria by 07 August 2015.'' The letter gave the probable date of publication as 8 August 2015.
No publication fees were submitted for any of these papers, which generated follow-up emails that continued through the time of writing up this study. However, one journal skipped the acceptance notification step and after twenty-eight days sent a link to the submitted paper showing it as published in the most recent edition of the journal (much to the embarrassment of the author). The journal has the following statement regarding publication fees on its website: 'JEPE does not article submission charge or article processing charge a publication fee [sic] .'
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The journal appears on Beall's list, and the journal's website is on the Academia.edu platform. Academia.edu is described as 'a place for academics to share research papers,' and the company's mission is to 'accelerate the world's research. ' For each of the ten article submissions, there is evidence that the journal did not provide a rigorous or useful review process. The journals did not provide a peer-review process that served the interests of the authors, the journal's readers, or the general public. Any doubt about the legitimacy of the journal that remained after evaluating it with externally available information was eliminated after considering the results of the peer-review process. The timing and content of the author's correspondence with these journals provided conclusive evidence that they are not legitimate peer-reviewed journals as claimed on their websites, and any similar record of author correspondence with a journal would indicate a fraudulent publication.
conclusions
The experiences reported here support several important conclusions. First, there is a wide range of predatory/fraudulent open access journals, and authors are paying to have their articles published in them, resulting in a proliferation of this segment of OAP. Second, it is possible for qualified, experienced academic researchers to 'know them when they see them' or at least to identify them when they participate in their peerreview process (them being fraudulent open access journals). It was very easy for this author to identify potentially fraudulent journals among the large and increasing number of email solicitations for open access journal submissions. And even if a journal appears to be legitimate prior to submitting an article for publication, participation in the review process gives an author enough evidence to identify the journal as fraudulent before paying a publication fee -for example, if the results of the peerreview process are received three days after a paper is submitted, if multiple peer reviews are not received, or if reviewers do not provide any suggestions for revisions to improve the paper. If an author is aware of predatory publishing and decides to publish a paper in a journal even after experiencing a perfunctory or nonexistent review process, then predatory publishing becomes fraudulent and unethical publishing. It is important that inexperienced researchers be made aware of the difference between an acceptable review process and a fraudulent one.
Finally, this study shows that the documentation generated by an author's submission to a journal can provide important evidence of the journal's legitimacy. The suggestion is not that individuals submit secondary school papers to journals in order to evaluate their review process. Rather, an added approach to identifying fraudulent open access journals suggested by this research is to evaluate the existing documentation from the publication process when considering the quality of a publication. The timeline for feedback and the feedback itself (or lack of feedback) from a journal's review process can give a clear indication that the journal is predatory/fraudulent, or at least without minimal quality standards. The information from the review process is especially helpful when a journal's history and reputation are not sufficient to establish quality.
The approach developed in this study can be used in conducting annual performance evaluations or evaluations for hiring, tenure, or promotion. An author can provide documentation of the peer-review process as a way to establish the legitimacy and quality of a journal as part of the information submitted for annual, tenure, or promotion reviews. And when individuals evaluating a colleague's scholarship do not have the expertise to evaluate research or journals outside their field, the correspondence, timeline, and peer-review reports (or lack thereof ) can provide ample evidence of the validity of the editorial and review processes. For example, an administrator or a promotion and tenure committee can look at the documentation of the publication process as an additional measure of the legitimacy and quality of an open access journal.
With the rapid expansion of both legitimate and fraudulent sectors of OAP, it is important that academia develop methods for evaluating the quality of open access journals in order to reap the benefits of OAP without suffering the high costs of poor-quality research and academic fraud. That is, researchers need to find a way to protect the baby while making sure to drain the bathwater.
This research has made it clear that both the difficulty and importance of addressing quality issues in OAP are much greater than the Faculty Senate implied in the motion referenced in the opening section of this study. The continued rapid expansion of OAP requires an expanded awareness of quality concerns and policies to address them. This research has shown that the correspondence related to a paper's acceptance for publication in a journal provides important information useful for evaluating the quality of the publication. Authors should be aware that when their paper is accepted for publication without meaningful review it is an indication of questionable publishing practices, not a perfect research paper. And when a journal provides a quality review process before publishing a paper, authors should consider and use the journal correspondence that documents that review process as evidence of the quality of the journal and their publication.
As faculty and administrators consider evaluation processes in the future, they should keep in mind the importance of protecting the reputation of OAP, and academia as a whole, by preventing the perpetuation of fraudulent journals. Including documentation of a publication's peerreview process as part of the information submitted for evaluation can provide an efficient way for 'those charged with reviewing faculty scholarship . . . to do their own due diligence in order to ensure that appropriate recognition is awarded where warranted -and is not awarded where it is not warranted.' macroeconomic expansion while increasing the long-term demand for its own stock. This strategy leads to the continuation of Google as a solid long-term investment.
paper 3
How does one start a micro-business, which originates from an online social medium, and uses electronic media and networking to sell products to consumers? It has been the quest of skilled entrepreneurs to learn the secret of how to make a small business profitable. With the advent of the internet this dream has become accessible, regardless of socio-economic class. The internet allowed for new forms of marketing, investing, and financing for small and large business alike. Hundreds of entrepreneurs began to use websites such as Facebook, Twitter, Fiverr, Indiegogo, and Instagram to raise awareness, capital, and find new business interests.
paper 4
Over the past two decades, research has found an inverted U-shaped relationship between a country's income and pollution. The environmental Kuznet's curve (EKC) was proposed in 1991 when Gene Grossman and Alan Krueger found evidence that while pollution increases with economic development at low-income levels, a critical turning point will be hit at higher income levels leading to lower pollution output with increasing income (Lieb 1). Australia's EKC appears to be only half of the inverted U-shaped curve hypothesized. From 1960 to 1975 (red points) CO2 emissions increased rapidly as income rose. However, as more and more time has passed the increase in emissions slowed down even as GDP per capita continued to increase. The model also shows that emissions have begun to level off in recent years (green points). This suggests that Australia (as with many other developed countries) is reaching the crucial turning point that defines environmental Kuznet's curves. The last point of the data set (2010) actually shows a decrease in emissions as income continues to increase. This could potentially be the beginning of decreasing emissions that is theorized by Grossman and Krueger.
International Business Research. This journal is published by the Canadian Center of Science and Education. The purpose of the journal is to be an outlet for the 'latest research and developments in both theoretical and practical aspects of international business.' The paper was rejected because 'An initial review has made it clear that this article does not fit the ''General Requirements,'' papers between 3000 and 8000 words are preferred, while there are only 713 words in your article. So please revise it according to the paper submission guide attached and resend it to us!'
International Journal of Liberal Arts and Social Science. This journal is published by the Center for Enhancing Knowledge. The journal's website states, 'International Journal of Liberal Arts And Social Science providing a platform for the researchers, academicians, professional, practitioners and students to impart and share knowledge.' The journal has a stratified fee schedule based on the author's location: US$100 fee for authors from low-and lower-middle income countries, US$120 fee for authors from upper-middle income countries, US$150 fee for authors from high-income countries, and US$100 fee applicable to PhD students. The paper was accepted without revisions in twenty-one days.
International Journal of Business and Social Research. According to its website, the 'International Journal of Business and Social Research (IJBSR) is multidisciplinary journal which publishes blind peer reviewed high quality manuscript of interdisciplinary in content and methodology [sic] .' The paper was accepted for publication without revisions in twenty-one days.
Journal The review of the paper asked for formatting and references to be revised and the paper resubmitted.
International Journal of Research. According to the journal's website, 'The Journal was conceived years ago when the publishers used to lock the published articles in their archives and charge hefty amount for subscribing and accessing the published papers. A groupd [sic] of editors and authors joined us and we laid the foundation of the open access scholarly publication where scholars and researchers can share their research and findings to the word without any hindrance.' The paper was accepted without revisions in two days.
